
Illllll

Fl*

ftH
xi1URIGINAL

Q
"W llllllllllI I'll I

0000081 452

19
Barbara Klemstine

Regulation 8< Pricing

Tel. 602-250-4563
Fax 602-250-3003
e-mail Barbara.KIemstine@aps.com

Mail Station 9708
PO Box 53999
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3999

February 4, 2008

Docket Control
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 west Washington
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

RE: ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY - TO MODIFY DECISION NO 67744 RELATING TO THE SELF
BUILD OPTION - DOCKET NO E-01345A-07-0420

Attached is the Rebuttal Testimony of Arizona Public Service Company's witness Patrick Dinkel in the above
referenced matter regarding the modification of Decision No 67744 relating to the self build option.

Sincerely,

7

Barbara Klemstine

Attachments

CC: Christopher Kempley
Ernest Johnson
Lyn Farmer
Janet Wagner
Parties of Record

N\1ma Coll><>tmm C0mm\ss\ol\

'8
are

x>oG\<'8 ED
*-I
l-q
c o

€8_,4'L\l8%
F _ ~ _  \ <3

\

:u
m
0
St?
<
m
Udoc»<EyE'" \ I`(\

W e
1'<>..*>
V""l°U

C"J©
_jg

:ow
can
F""I"'

I
E

U
w.
go;
cm



Illllll l

1

COPY of the  foregoing was  emailed
this  4th day of February, 2008, to:

Kenne th R. Sa line
K.R. Sa line  & Associa te s , PLC
160 N. Pasadena, Suite  101
Me s a , AZ 85201-6764Lawrence  V. Robertson, J r.

Theodore Roberts
P .O. Box 1488
Tuba e , AZ 85646
Attorneys  for Mesquite /SWPG/Bowie

Micha e l A. Curtis
Willia m P . Sulliva n
La rry K. Uda ll
Curtis , Goodwin, Sulliva n,

Uda ll & Schwa b, P .L.C.
501 E. Thomas Road
Phoe nix, AZ 85012-3205
Attorne ys  for Town of
Wickenburg, Navopache  Electric
Coopera tive , and Mohave
Electric Coopera tive

Tim Hoga n
Arizona  Cente r for Law in the  Public

Inte re s t
202 Eas t McDowell Road
Suite  153
P hoe nix, AZ 85004
Attorneys  for SWEEP and Western
Resource Advocates

Je ff Schlege l
Arizona  Representa tive
SWEEP
1167 W. Sarnalayuca Dr
Tucson, AZ 85704-3224

Jay I Mayes
Mode s  S tore y LTD
1850 N. Centra l Ave , Suite  1100
P hoe nix, AZ 85004
Attorneys  for Electric Genera tion
Allia nce

Da vid Be rry
Western Resource Advocates
P.O. Box 1064
Scottsda le , AZ 85252-1064

Joseph M Paul
Sr. Corporate  Counsel
Dyne gy
4140 Dublin Blvd., Suite  100
Dublin, CA 94568

Steven Miche l
Western Resource Advocates
2260 Baseline  Rd, Suite  200
Boulde r, CO 80302

Miche lle  Live ngood
Tucson Electric Power Co
One South Church Street
Suite  200
Tucs on, AZ 85701Pa trick J . Black

Fennemore  Cra ig
3003 North Centra l, Suite  2600
Phoe nix, AZ 85012-2913
Attorneys  for Gila  Rive r Power, LP

Michae l W. Pa tten
J . Matthew Ders tine
Roshka , DeWulf & Pa tten
400 East Van Buren, Suite  800
P hoe nix, AZ 85004
Attorneys  for Tucson Electric
Power and UNS Electric, Inc.

C. Webb Crocke tt
Fennemore  Cra ig
3003 North Centra l, Suite  2600
Phoe nix, AZ 85012-2913
Attorneys  for Arizonans  Electric Choice
Compe tition, Phe lps  Dodge  Mining
Company and AECC

Greg Patterson
13358 Eas t Del Timbre
Scottsda le , AZ 85259

Scott S . Wakefie ld
RUCO
1110 West Washington, Suite  220
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

Da nie l Musgrove
DE AA
c/o Unive rsa l Entech, LLC
3300 W. Broadway Rd
P hoe nix, AZ 85041



Illllll ll l

9

Douglas  V. Font
La w Office s  of Dougla s  V Font
3655 West Anthem Way
Suite  A-109, PMB 411
Anthe m, AZ 85086
Attorne ys  for DEAA

Gary Yaquinto
Pres ident & CEO
Arizona  Utility Inve s tors  Associa tion
2100 N. Centra l Avenue , Suite  210
P hoe nix, AZ 85004

Micha e l M. Gra nt
Ga llaghe r & Kennedy, P .A.
2575 East Camelback Road
P hoe nix, AZ 850 l6
Attorne ys  for AIC

Lyn A. Fa rme r
Chie f Adminis tra tive  Law Judge
He a ring Divis ion
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 West Washington Street
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

Chris tophe r Ke e le y
Chie f Counse l
Le ga l Divis ion
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 West Washington Street
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

Janet Wagner
Le ga l Divis ion
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 West Washington Street
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

Ernest G. Johnson
Dire ctor
Utilitie s  Divis ion
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 West Washington Street
P hoe nix, AZ 85007



llllllll II II

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF PATRICK DINKEL

On Behalf of Arizona Public Service Company

Docket No. E-01345A-07-0-20

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1 3

14

1 5

16

17

1 8

19

2 0

2 1

22

2 3

24

2 5

2 6

Feb rua ry 4, 2008



1-111111 IIII

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF PATRICK DINKEL
ON BEHALF OF ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY

(Docket No. E-01345A-07-0420)

4 Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME.

My name is Patrick Dinked

Q- DID YOU FILE DIRECT TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes, I filed direct testimony in this docket on January ll, 2008.

9 Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to Mr. Theodore L. Roberts,

who testified on behalf of Mesquite Power, L.L.C, Southwestern Power Group

II, and Bowie Power Station, L.L.C ("Mesquite/SWPG/Bowie"), and asserted

that the self-build provisions of Decision No. 67744 should be modified. I will

also  respond to  Mr.  Ben C.  Trammel o f t he Elect r ic  Generat ion Alliance

("EGA") who, in addition to supporting the modification of Decision No. 67744,

appears t o  suggest  t hat  several s ignificant  modificat ions should  also  be

incorporated into the Recommended Best  Pract ices for Utility Procurement

("Best Practices") that were adopted by the Commission in Decision No. 70032

on December  13,  2007. Throughout  my test imony, refer to  Mesquite/

SWPG/Bowie and EGA as "Merchant Interveners."

1

IN GE NE R AL, WHAT IS  YOUR
TES TIMONY P ROVIDED BY THE
DOCKET?

P OS ITION ON THE
OTHER WITNESSES

DIRECT
IN THIS

APS agrees with the position of Commission Staff witness Barbara Keene and

RUCO witness Stephen Ahead that no modification to Decision No. 67744 or

the Set t lement  Agreement  t hat  was adopted,  with modificat ions,  by t hat

1
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De cis ion (the  "S e ttle me nt") a re  ne ce s s a ry. The  conditions  a s s ocia te d with

purs uing a ny s e lf-build a lte rna tive s  conta ine d in the  Se ttle me nt re pre s e nts  a

re a s ona ble  a nd ca re fully ba la nce d a pproa ch to a llowing pa rticipa nts  in the

whole s a le  ma rke t a n opportunity to compe te , while  ma inta ining the  fle xibility

ne ce s sa ry to a llow the  Compa ny to me e t its  ma nda te  to a cquire  re lia ble , cos t-

e ffe ctive  re s ource s  for its  cus tome rs . While  AP S  is  re comme nding tha t the

Commis s ion a dopt a  time  fra me  for s e lf-build  proce e dings , a s  a  ma tte r of

comme rcia l pra ctica lity, the  Compa ny be lie ve s  tha t s uch a  time ta ble  doe s  not

ne e d to a ctua lly modify De cis ion No. 67744. The  propos a ls  conta ine d in Mr.

Roberts ' and Mr. Trammel 's  te s timony would upse t the  ba lance  achieved in the

Se ttle me nt a nd unne ce s s a rily limit the  fle xibility ne e de d for prude nt re s ource

procurement. F o r th o s e  re a s o n s ,  AP S is oppos e d  to the ir va rious

recommendations to modify De cis ion No. 67744, including the

recommendations  to revise  the  recently approved procurement Best Practices , to

e mpowe r a n inde pe nde nt monitor to  ma ke  procure me nt de cis ions , a nd to

prohibit the  Company from owning genera tion asse ts .

Q- MR. ROBERTS CONTENDS THAT THERE WERE "SHARP
DISAGREEMENTS" AMONG THE PARTIES AND THE COMMISSION
DURING THE PROCEEDINGS IN DOCKET no. E-01345A-06-0464
(THE "YUMA PROCEEDING") CONCERNING THE
INTERPRETATION AND APPLICATION OF DECISION NO. 67744
WITH REGARD TO THE SELF-BUILD OPTION. DO YOU AGREE?
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No. Firs t, I be lie ve  APS a nd the  Commis s ion S ta ff we re  in ge ne ra l a gre e me nt

tha t AP S 's  s ubmis s ion wa s  cons is te nt with the  re quire me nts  of De cis ion No.

67744. Se cond, much of the  Me rcha nt Inte rve ne rs ' obje ctions  we re  ba s e d on

the  procedure  APS followed in the  RFP, not on an inte rpre ta tion of Decis ion No.

67744. Thos e  obje ctions  we re  a ddre s s e d in the  Be s t P ra ctice s . AP S , the

Me rcha nt Inte we nors , a nd othe r s ta ke holde rs  pa rticipa te d in the  proce e ding

A.

2
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2

3

leading to Decis ion No. 70032. Tha t proceeding and the  resulting Best Practices

represent a  reasonable  and ba lanced approach to procurement practices  for a ll

Arizona  e le ctric  utilitie s  tha t a re  s ubje ct to  re gula tion by the  Commis s ion.

Third, notwiths ta nding his  e xpla na tion, the  ba s is  for Mr. Robe rts ' re que s t to

de le te  the  phra se  "from the  compe titive  whole sa le  marke t" is  not entire ly clea r.

However, any change  in the  language  tha t would have  a  substantive  e ffect would

4

5

6

7 furthe r unde rmine  the  ba la nce  a gre e d to in the  S e ttle me nt a nd De cis ion No.

67744, and accordingly, APS opposes any such unila tera l a ttempt to do so.8

9

10

1 1

12

13

Q. WHAT WAS THE COMMISSION'S RESPONSE TO APS'S YUMA
APPLICATIDN AND THE INTERVENERS' ISSUES?

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

QS

23

AP S 's  a p p lic a tio n  c o n ta in e d  a n  a n a lys is  s h o win g  th a t th e  "s e lf-b u ild "

a lte rna tive s  we re  the  lea s t cos t options  and bes t me t the  need for re sources  in

Yuma . Afte r e xa mina tion of this  a na lys is , the  Commis s ion S ta ff a gre e d with

AP S 's  conclus ions  a nd s upporte d its  a pplica tion. Afte r a  fu ll e vide n tia ry

hearing, and based upon the  evidence  and tes timony provided, the  Commiss ion

authorized the  Company to pursue  asse t ownership. Subsequent to tha t decis ion,

the  Commiss ion he ld workshops  with s takeholde rs  and othe r inte res ted pa rtie s ,

a s  orde re d in De cis ion No. 67744. As  S ta ff indica te d in thos e  works hops , the

works hops  we re  de s igne d to cons ide r procure me nt rule s  for a ll juris dictiona l

Arizona  utilitie s . Thos e  works hops  re s u lte d  in  the  de ve lopme nt o f the

Commis s ion's  procure me nt Be s t P ra ctice s . Among o the r th ings , the  Be s t

P ra ctice s  provide  for the  a ppointme nt of a n inde pe nde nt Monitor ("IM") to

ove rs e e  s olicita tions , whe the r or not a n a ffilia te  is  a  bidding pa rticipa nt in a

Re que s t for P ropos a l ("RFP "). I a gre e  with Commis s ion S ta ff tha t the  Be s t

Practices  appropria te ly address  any perce ived issues  ra ised by the  interveners  in

the  Yuma proceeding.

24
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A.
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Q~ NO. 67744 TO
1 i s IT NECESSARY TO MODIFY DECISION

INCORP ORATE THE BEST PRACTICES?
2
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12
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Not a t a ll. To be gin with, APS  fully s upports  the  Be s t P ra ctice s  a s  it provide s

me a ningful guida nce  re ga rding procure me nt pra ctice s . Furthe rmore , AP S

unders tands , for the  reasons  Commiss ion Sta ff discussed in its  direct te s timony,

tha t it is  in the  Company's  bes t inte res ts  to follow the  Best Practices  guide lines .

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

In addition, the  purpose  of the  Commiss ion workshops  tha t re sulted in the  Bes t

Practice s  was  to addre ss  procurement practice s  tha t would be  applicable  to a ll

juris dictiona l e le ctric utilitie s . The re fore , modifica tions  to  a  Commis s ion

Decis ion tha t only addre sse s  APS 's  requirements  until 2015 do not accomplish

tha t purpose . As  S ta ff e xpre s s e d in the  works hops  a ddre s s ing compe titive

procure me nt p ra c tice s , it wa s  e xpe c te d  tha t thos e  Be s t P ra c tice s  would

e ve n tu a lly b e  ro lle d  in to  a  fo rma l In te g ra te d  Re s o u rce  P la n n in g  ("IP ")

Rulemaking process . Co mmis s io n  S ta ff is  cu rre n tly h o ld in g  a  s e rie s  o f

works hops  whe re  the  de ve lopme nt of IP  mie s  a re  unde r dis cus s ion. IP  rule s

are  the  appropria te  place  to address  competitive  procurement practices  because

re s ource  procure me nt is  the  culmina tion of the  pla nning proce s s . In a ddition,

the  IP  rile s  will a pply to a ll juris dictiona l utilitie s , not jus t AP S , a s  would be

the  case  if the  Bes t Practices  were  incorpora ted into the  se lf-build provis ions  of

Decis ion No. 67744.

21

22
A fina l cons ide ra tion is  the  fa ct tha t the  Be s t P ra ctice s  we re  only re ce ntly

approved, and giving everyone  some time  to see  them in practice  would be  most

be ne ficia l.23

24

25

26

For a ll of these  reasons , the re  is  no need for the  Commiss ion to modify Decis ion

No. 67744 to include  the  Best Practices .

A.

4
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Q» DO YOU BELIEVE IT IS APPROPRIATE T() MODIFY THE
C()MMISSION'S BEST PRACTICES IN THIS PROCEEDING AS
SUGGESTED BY MR. TRAMMEL?

No, I do not. It would not be appropriate to change recently approved

procurement practices only for a single utility. Any changes to guidelines that

were developed to apply to all jurisdictional utilities should also apply equally to

all those utilities. In any event, each of the modifications proposed by Mr.

Trammel was discussed in the workshops during which the Best Practices were

crafted, and Mr. Trammel and his colleagues had an opportunity to participate in

those workshops. The modifications listed in his testimony have already been

adequately addressed through the workshop process and are reflected in the

current Best Practices that were approved by the Commission.

Q. PLEASE BRIEFLY DISCUSS EACH OF MR. TRAMMEL'S
PROPOSALS RELATING T() THE INDEPENDENT MONITOR AND
BIDDERS' FEES.

Mr. Trammel's proposals are as follows:

Independent monitor hired by, and reports to, the Commission. This option for

the role of the IM was discussed at length in the Best Practices workshops.

Commission Staff chose not to structure the position of the IM in this manner,

and the Commission approved specific procedures for the selection of IM's and

their independent reporting. The Company supports the Staff" s choice and the

Commission decision.

l

2

3

4
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7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

Independent monitor as bid evaluator. This option was also specifically

discussed at the workshops, including that this dual role for the ll/I (i.e., monitor

and evaluator) was not justified because of the expected additional costs

involved, and because the utility is in the best position to evaluate RFP bids in

each individual circumstance. Furthermore, a bid evaluator would need to have

5

A.

A.
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Q

full de cis ion-ma king ca pa bility, a nd a ny fina l REP  a wa rd would ne ce s s a rily

have  to ca rry with it a  presumption of prudence .

Bidding fe e s  ca ppe d. Bid fe e s  we re  a ls o dis cus s e d a t the  works hops . The

curre nt Be s t P ra ctice s  guide line s  pla ce  no re s trictions  on the  impos ition of

bidde rs ' fe e s , which is  a ppropria te . Ea ch s olicita tion is  diffe re nt a nd bidde rs '

fees  must be  s tructured to mee t the  specific needs  of each RFP. If bidders ' fees

a re  ke pt a rtific ia lly low, a ny a dditiona l cos ts  ove r a nd a bove  the  fe e s  will

ultima te ly be  borne  by the  utility cus tome r. It is  ironic tha t Mr. Tra n e ll ha s

re comme nde d s ignifica ntly e xpa nding the  re s pons ibilitie s  of a n IM, which

would corre s pondingly re s ult in highe r IM fe e s , while  a ls o propos ing tha t bid

fees be capped at a  prescribed, nominal level.

S ingle  fe e  for multiple  bids  from one  bidde r. It is  not ne ce s sa ry to re s trict the

solicita tion process  to one  methodology of ass igning bidding fees . In pas t RFPs ,

APS has  chosen diffe rent fe e  s tructure s  to a chieve  the  be s t re sponse  for e ach

individua l process . The  Company has  assessed a  fixed fee  per bidder, a  fee  per

bidder per s ite , and, in some cases , no fee  a t a ll. Mandating specifics  on bid fees

is  a n  unne ce s s a ry a nd  unproduc tive  s te p  to  mic ro -ma na ge  the  u tilitie s

solicita tions .

l

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1 1

12

13

14

15

16

1'7

18

19

20

2 1

22

23

24

25

2 6

Ope n e ntire  bid e va lua tion proce s s  to the  public. This  re comme nda tion is

ge ne ra lly a nti-compe titive  a nd ma y limit the  Compa ny's  a bility to provide  our

cus tome rs  with cos t-e ffe ctive  ge ne ra tion. It ignore s  the  fa ct tha t much of the

da ta  produce d by the  Compa ny a nd re ce ive d from bidde rs  is  compe titive ly

confide ntia l. APS  curre ntly provide s  RFP  bids  a nd bid e va lua tion informa tion

to S ta ff pursua nt to a  confide ntia lity a gre e me nt, a nd, whe re  a ppropria te , non-

6
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1

i.

confide ntia l informa tion is  dis cus s e d in public forums . Mr. Tra mme l's

suggestion that the information should be provided to and released by the IM

puts  a  gre a t burde n on the  monitor, cons ide ring tha t the  IM a lre a dy ha s

established reporting responsibilities in the current Best Practices. As a result,

such a requirement would increase the cost of bid evaluation significantly.

Q- MR. TRAMMEL ALSO SUGGESTS THAT AN OUTRIGHT
P ROHIBITION OF UTILITY S ELF-BUILD GENERATION P ROJ ECTS
WOULD ENHANCE CUS TOMER BENEFITS . DO YOU AGREE?

Absolute ly not. "Se lf-build," a s  de fine d by De cis ion No. 67744 is  e quiva le nt to

a ny type  of u tility owne rs hip . Mr. Tra mme l's  re comme nda tion is  a  bla ta nt

a tte mpt to prohibit ce rta in pote ntia l ma rke t compe titors , na me ly de ve lope rs ,

engineering/procurement/cons truction contractors , and owners  of exis ting power

pla nts , from pa rticipa tion. The  Commis s ion mus t gua rd a ga ins t le tting the

pendulum swing so fa r a s  to give  ce rta in marke t pa rticipants  the  uppe r hand in

procure me nt by limiting the  a bility of utilitie s  to s e e k out the  be s t comme rcia l

options . If any pos itive  expe rience  came  out of Ca lifornia  ea rlie r in this  decade ,

it is  the  knowledge  tha t the  marke t cannot be  given unfe tte red ability to hold the

public  hos ta ge  to  s pe c ia l in te re s ts . P roh ib ition  of any o p tio n  fo r u tility

procure me nt is  ina ppropria te ly re s trictive , outright a nti-compe titive , a nd a s

such, not in the  bes t inte re s t of our cus tomers . This  is sue  has  been adequa te ly

d is cus s e d ,  a nd  s u ffic ie n tly re s o lve d  in  De c is ion  No . 67744 ,  whe re  the

Commiss ion dire ctly s ta te d tha t utilitie s  mus t be  pe rmitte d to pursue  s e lf-build

ge ne ra tion proje cts  if re a s ona bly price d re s ource s  a re  not a va ila ble  in the

wholesa le  market.
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Q- MR .  TR AMME L C O MP AR E S  THE  R IS KS  AND B E NE F ITS  O F
UTILITY O WNE D G E NE R ATIO N AND INDE P E NDE NT P O WE R
P ROJ ECTS , AND IMP LIES  THAT THE UTILITY CAN S IMP LY P AS S
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Q

l ON ANY COS T OVERRUNS  OR EXP ENS ES  RELATED TO P OOR
P ERFORMANCE ON TO THEIR  CUS TOMERS . H o w  D O  YO U
RESPOND TO THAT POSITION?

Mr. Tra me ll's  dis cus s ion ove rlooks  the  fa ct tha t utility-owne d ge ne ra tion ca n

include  fixe d price  bids  from de ve lope rs , a s s e t owne rs  a nd EPC contra ctors .

Also, whe ther a  utility acquires  a  genera tion facility from one  of these  entitie s  or

if the  u tility wa s  to  build  the  p la n t, the  Compa ny ha s  a n  obliga tion  to  a c t

prude ntly to a cquire  re source s  for its  cus tome rs . The  Commiss ion re vie ws  the

Company's  cos ts  and procurement activitie s  and would not a llow cos t recove ry

for actions  it de te rmined were  imprudent.

Q- P LEAS E S UMMAR IZE YO UR  R EC O MMENDATIO NS .
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As a competitive business, one of the Merchant Interveners primary goals is to

maximize  profits . They are  not subject to the  same regula tory overs ight and

obliga tion to se rve , a s  a re  e lectric utilitie s . The y do not pla n for e le ctric

customers ' needs and are not held accountable if those needs are not met in a

re liable  and reasonable  economic manner. Ne ithe r the  utilitie s , nor the

regulators  that oversee them, should hand over the  re ins  of responsibility for

securing energy to merchant entities. The self-build provisions of Decision No,

67744, a long with the  recently adopted procurement Best Practices , provide

constructive and appropriate requirements that give APS the flexibility it needs

to make necessary resource acquisition decisions, as well as providing all market

pa rticipa nts  a  fa ir cha nce  to compe te  for the  utility's  ne e ds . The wishes

expressed by Mr. Trammel and Mr. Roberts are not new-Merchant Interveners

have a ired these  points  in multiple  recent proceedings , where  they received

care ful cons idera tion from the  Commiss ion. The  Commiss ion has  made

decisions that support responsible procurement, and it is time to shed these old

A.

A.
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a rgume nts  a nd move  forwa rd. Both the  S ta ff witne s s  a nd the  RUC() witne s s

recognize  this  fact, in the ir te s timony each s ta tes  tha t the re  is  no need to modify

the  s e lf-build provis ions  of De cis ion No. 67744. Additiona lly, the  be s t forum in

which to a ddre s s  modifica tion or ma nda te  of the  Commiss ion's  Be s t P ra ctice s

for procurement is  in the  IP  Rulemaking proceeding, whe re  proposed changes

can be fully discussed among all s takeholders  and interested parties .

In my dire ct te s timony, I dis cus s e d the  Compa ny's  propos e d time ta ble s  for

Commis s ion a ction on re gula tory a pprova l of s e lf-build a pplica tions  to e nsure

tha t the  Compa ny is  a ble  to purs ue  cos t e ffe ctive  procure me nt options  while

opportunitie s  e xis t. I continue  to re comme nd tha t the  Commis s ion e s ta blis h

time line s  for the  s e lf-build procure me nt a pprova l proce s s  for the  re a s ons  s e t

fo rth  in  my d ire c t te s timony, which  ca n  be  a ddre s s e d  withou t modifying

Decis ion No. 67744.

Q- DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR REBUTTAL TESTIMONY?

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1 3

14

15

16

17

18

19

2 0

21

22

2 3

24

2 5

2 6

Yes, it does.A.
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